Hogan, Simpson / COMMENT ON KREBS AND PELISSElRO 95' 2. Some further definitions are needed. The "construction" category includes both construction firms as well as the construction trade unions. The "political" category includes ward organizations, known party activists givingto individually elected officers, civil servants, and administrative appointees. The "financial" category includes' investment services such as banking, stock brokerage firms, the Chicago futures trading associations, real-estate brokers, and insurance companies. The "personnel" category includes temporary staff services, janitorial services, private security agencies, and rubbish removal businesses. The "tourism" category includes restaurants, taverns, airlines, taxi associations, casinos, and gifts from persons associated with such businesses.
The "civic" category includes gifts from churches and their preachers who contributed personally. This grouping also includes chambers of commerce, community organizations, and persons associated with activist groups such as Operation Push and the Urban League. Finally, the miscellaneous category included gifts from organizations, businesses, and groups that could not fit into the other categories. This would include individuals who identified themselves with a group that did not fit into a category . • Peiissero, Krebs / RESPONSE 97 more than 5,000 entries--contributors-were listed for each candidate. Such entries include only names and addresses. Thus, for individuals, one would need to know each person and whether he or she represented a personal, business, or group interest when making a donation. A contribution from John Stroger of Chicago would be easily classified as a donation from a politician because it is widely known that Mr. Stroger is the president of the Cook County Board of Commissioners and the longtime Democratic leader of Chicago's 8th Ward organization. But another entry from John Smith of Chicago would not be so easily classified. Therefore, we focused on the nonindividual contributions that were more easily classified and more accurately placed in the right donor sector. We believe that this produced a set of categories that is more finely tuned to reflect the interests of campaign donors.
The results Qf including and classifying different contributors in our studies are not inconsequential. Hogan and Simpson report in Figures I and 4 Figure 1 provides an example of the differences. Looking at a full year of fund-raising (July 1986 through June 1987), we show that 23% of contributions came from political organizations-the largest share in Washington's 1987 campaign. In the Hogan and Simpson study of a six-month period of fund-raising (January through June 1987), political interests represented only 2% and ranked seventh among the coalition's partners. We argue that politicians and their organizations (e.g., political action committees, ward organizations) would give money to campaigns early-before the filing deadline in December-to have greater influence on who runs for office. The Hogan and Simpson study may have missed some "early" funding by limiting the analysis to the January to June period that follows the filing deadline for candidates. Thus, our larger sample of contributors produced different findings.
Finally, we found significant geographic differences in the sources of contributors to the Daley and Washington campaigns. Washington's support was more strongly from Chicago neighborhoods and non-Illinois contributors. Daley benefited most from Chicago's downtown interests and other Illinois donors. Our findings in this area have a similarity to other research on sources of support and funding for white versus minority candidates for mayor. White, conservative candidates tend to draw more support from downtown interests, whereas minority candidates who seek to overturn the governing regime in the city must often turn to neighborhood interests and out-of-state and national minority interests to establish their campaign's support base (see, e.g., Browning, Marshall, and Tabb 1997; Holli and Green 1989,81; Kleppner 1985, 147, 155; Pinderhughes 1997) . This is another area not examined in the Hogan and Simpson work.
Although both studies employed somewhat different approaches and methods to studying campaign fund-raising coalitions, the overall conclusions are the same. Washington and Daley had distinctive fund-raising coalitions in their mayoral campaigns. We believe that our focus on nonindividual contributors, which were easily classified into interests and groups, permitted us to provide more specificity to the identification of the coalition partners. At the same time, we believe that Hogan and Simpson have made a useful addition to the research by attempting to categorize the individual contributors to these campaigns. In each case, the studies have made a contribution to better understanding of fund-raising coalitions in mayoral campaigns and to the character of the governing regimes that developed from the electoral coalitions of mayors Harold Washington and Richard M. Daley.
